The greatest dangers to public welfare associated with the existent disposition of weapons plutonium are unquestionably those connected w: tional and international security. The preeminence of these security d£ however, should not obscure the need for careful attention to the enviroi safety, and health (ES&H) risks implied by the different approaches to w< dismantlement, fissile material storage, and long-term disposition of w plutonium.
As is well known, the U.S. nuclear weapons complex has left a heri
ES&H problems, and those problems in the former Soviet Union's w
complex are still worse. The United States is currently spending more i
billion a year on the cleanup effort, without making a significant dent
problem so far. Damage from plutonium production, separation, and pro<
is a significant part of this ES&H legacy. It is essential that reductions i:
vast nuclear arsenals not exacerbate these problems. The committee fc
that the goal of reducing the security risks associated with excess nucleai
ons and fissile materials can and should be accomplished subject to reas
ES&H constraints. It is very important that the governments involved <
in the strongest terms their commitment to respect such constraints and c
strate this commitment by promulgating an appropriate set of ES&H criti
the plutonium disposition process. Additional institutional mechanisr
resources may be required.
The committee believes that in the United States these processes mu:
1. comply with existing U.S. regulations (and subsequent modification erning allowable emissions of radioactivity to the environment, and able radiation doses to workers and the public from civilian nuclear activities;
2.  comply with existing international agreements and standards (and quent modifications) covering radioactive materials in the environmei
3. not add significantly to the ES&H burdens that would be expected to £ the absence of the weapons plutonium disposition problem, from resp management of the environmental legacy of past nuclear weapons ] tion, and from responsible management of the ES&H aspects of p future civilian nuclear energy generation.
In Russia or other countries, the same criteria should apply, with t stitution of those countries' domestic regulatory framework for that United States.10 (For a description of current U.S. and international tions, see "Some Relevant Standards Limiting Doses and Emissions," p.
10 In some cases, this may mean that Russian activities will operate under less stringe than in the United States. But insisting that finite ES&H funds in Russia be spent on fully c with U.S. regulatory standards in the management of excess weapons and plutonium, when I the OMB guidance. DOE's sensitivity analysis indicates that if the other assumptions in study were held constant and the cost of money was raised to 7 percent, die analyzed operations would involve substantial net costs to the government, rather than net profits. U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Nuclear Energy, Plutonium Disposition Study, 2 Vols. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Energy, July 2, 1993).
